Social investment funds, a widely used tool of development efforts, aim to support and strengthen local capacity for effective implementation of social and economic infrastructure projects through participatory, community-driven approaches. We investigate whether these participatory methods improve the outcomes of education projects and community members' perceptions of their effectiveness using data from an impact evaluation of the third phase of the Fondo Hondureño de Inversión Social (FHIS). We also make an important contribution with more carefully defined and explicit measures of individuals' participation in community projects. We do not find statistically significant effects of the education projects on academic outcomes of school-aged youth, but we do observe positive, statistically significant relationships between the use of participatory methodologies and household opinions of the projects, as well as between households' level of participation and their opinions of the projects.
INTRODUCTION
A prominent auxiliary goal of development and poverty reduction efforts currently supported by international financial institutions, developing country governments, and their bilateral partners is to improve state-society relations, local governing capacity, and the transparency of government activities in developing countries through the promotion of participatory institutions and processes. The basic idea is that supporting and strengthening local capacity for design, implementation and maintenance of social and economic infrastructure will also increase community ownership of and contributions to development projects, promoting their sustainability and effectiveness. One of the primary vehicles of these efforts over the last two decades has been the Social Investment Fund.
Social investment funds (SIF) are independent or semi-autonomous administrative entities, typically located within a ministry of finance or other central government unit, which support the selection, financing and execution of social and economic infrastructure projects intended to reduce poverty and address acute economic and social problems. 1 The first SIF was initiated in Bolivia in 1990 to succeed Bolivia's Emergency Social Fund (in operation 1986 -1989 and alleviate the effects of the 1980s' adjustment policies (Jack, 2001) . These institutions have since proliferated; Rawlings reported in 2005 that social funds had drawn close to US$10 billion in foreign and domestic financing globally and represented international financial institutions' most significant investment in community-led development initiatives.
The focus and design of SIFs have evolved over the last decade and a half, from an emphasis on shorter-term "social compensation" to longer-term strengthening of local 1 SIFs typically operate outside line ministries and yet close and accessible to the country's presidential office. This autonomy is intended to free them from cumbersome bureaucracy, allow for greater transparency, and facilitate the hiring of personnel on a competitive basis.
governance and capacity, community empowerment, and maintenance/sustainability of basic services and infrastructure (http://web.worldbank.org/). A key feature of these "secondgeneration" SIFs is the promotion of decentralized, participatory decision-making and management of projects, with communities taking lead roles in planning, organizing, and contributing to their preferred subprojects. In a cross-country review of recent studies of SIFs, Rawlings et al. (2004) concluded that SIFs have been largely effective as an administrative tool for reaching the poor and underserved, with some funds successfully targeting the very poorest districts with resource shares greater than their population share. At the same time, we have accumulated far less knowledge about the impact of SIFs in increasing the welfare of the poor and the role of participatory, capacity-building features of SIFs in maximizing and sustaining these investments.
In this study, we investigate whether efforts to implement a participatory, communitydriven approach to social investment fund projects improve the outcomes of these projects and community members' perceptions of their effectiveness in Honduras. We use data from an impact evaluation of the third phase of the Fondo Hondureño de Inversión Social (FHIS) to estimate the impact of FHIS III education projects on education outcomes/indicators and to explore the role of community participation in project development and execution. As in Bolivia, the Fondo Hondureño de Inversión Social was created as a program of social compensation for the effects of structural adjustment policies (by Law No. 12-90 on February 22, 1990) . The FHIS has capital and administrative, technical and financial autonomy within the central government of Honduras; a Board of Directors chaired by the President of the Republic oversees FHIS, which is led by an Executive Director (with the rank of Minister). Initially, the law provided for a limited term of operations (five years), but 1994 reforms not only extended the term of FHIS but also transformed its mission to a broader focus on constructing and strengthening social infrastructure and social capital and reducing poverty. The FHIS has since advanced to its fifth institutional phase, under the presidential administration of Manuel Zelaya (FHIS V).
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The third institutional phase of FHIS (1998 FHIS ( -2002 , which is the focus of this research, was specifically directed at improving and enhancing the mechanisms that facilitate the participation of communities in the processes of planning, execution and supervision of projects.
Institutional decentralization and openness of these processes was advanced to increase local government and community participation and to expand their roles in the selection, execution and sustainability of projects. Unfortunately, the initiation of these activities was disrupted by
Hurricane Mitch in 1998, which shifted the early efforts of FHIS III toward emergency reconstruction. 3 Later they were recommenced in pilot form, incorporating the community participation methodology known as the "Delegación Operacional del Ciclo de Proyectos (DOCP)." The DOCP involved the delegation of FHIS management functions (e.g., project
formulation, contracting, and execution) to municipalities along with technical assistance, resource transfers and other supports to strengthen local capacity for project management.
A total of $337.7 million dollars (US) was invested in FHIS III projects by the World Bank, Inter-American Development Bank, the Honduran central government and other bilateral/multilateral partners. 4 The objectives of an impact evaluation of FHIS III conducted by 2 FHIS V currently lists as its strategic objectives the following: (1) to improve living conditions of the poorest by offering greater access to basic social services; (2) to increase the sustainability of social investments by improving the quality of environmental and civil work in the projects and promoting municipal and community participation; (3) to augment the management capacity of local governments and their communities in order to facilitate the gradual transfer of participatory planning processes, operations management, and the maintenance of project work; (4) to strengthen the technical capacities of local businesses and nongovernmental organizations and encourage their participation in the cycle of projects and related activities; and (5) to promote equity and increased participation of women in decision-making and community development. 3 In the first three months following Hurricane Mitch, all FHIS resources were dedicated to reconstruction. 4 Just under one half of this total investment was directed toward emergency reconstruction and rehabilitation following Hurricane Mitch.
the firm Economia, Sociedad, Ambiente, and Ingenieria (ESA) Consultores (2005) were to determine if the project investments reflected the priorities of the communities and reached the poorest among them, if the works were of sufficient quality and accessible to the local population, and if local capacity and social infrastructure were strengthened through these investments. A sample of 120 FHIS III projects (education, health, water and sanitation, flooring and public works, e.g., roads) was defined as the principal intervention group for the evaluation; 80 projects that were in the "pipeline" served as a control group; 30 projects that were in the FHIS II pipeline were used to construct a baseline, and 32 emergency reconstruction projects were also evaluated. The DOCP methodology was used in 51 of these projects, with 44 of these 51 being sub-projects in education (ESA Consultores, 2004) . Given that education sub-projects compose the largest segment of the FHIS III evaluation sample and the greater majority with the DOCP methodology, this study focuses specifically on evaluating the impact of FHIS III education sub-projects and the effects of these community participation strategies in Honduras.
Through an expanded and more methodologically advanced analysis of the data collected in the FHIS III impact evaluation, we have sought both to increase general knowledge of the impact of SIFs on social welfare and the role of decentralized, participatory methods of project management in increasing their effectiveness, and to improve our understanding of the specific effects of the FHIS III education subprojects and DOCP methodology in Honduras. We also make an important contribution to this literature with more carefully defined and explicit measures of individuals' participation in community projects that allow us to quantitatively assess the effects of participation on project outcomes. In general, we do not find statistically significant effects of the FHIS III education subprojects on the academic outcomes of schoolaged youth in the project communities, but we do observe statistically significant relationships between the use of the participatory, DOCP methodology and household opinions of the projects, as well as between households' level of participation and their opinions of the projects. We begin now by first discussing the literature on SIFs and the role and implementation of participatory methodologies, and we continue with a description of our study sample, data, methodology and hypotheses, followed by a presentation and discussion of our study findings.
BACKGROUND AND LITERATURE REVIEW

Social Investment Funds and community-driven development
A core principal underlying the current design and orientation of SIFs is communitydriven development (CDD), in which control of decisions and resources is ceded to community groups that partner with local elected governments, the private sector, nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), and central government agencies to provide social and infrastructure services and improve governance and resource management, while simultaneously empowering the poor (The World Bank, 2002) . There is no single methodology or set of rules/guidelines for successful CDD projects, although practically, CCD is expected to work best for projects that are smaller in scale and geographically focused, do not require complex technologies, and benefit from local cooperation (e.g., common pool and public goods such as surface water irrigation systems or local road maintenance.) CDD projects have also been advanced in areas where market organization and local government institutions are feeble and/or failing to support community development.
The World Bank reference guide for management of CDD projects (2002) notes that many SIF projects are appropriately characterized as CDD projects, although their methodologies for increasing community participation differ widely. Rao and Ibáñez (2005: 790) describe SIFs as "the most visible mechanisms of CDD assistance." As they explain, SIFs and other CDD mechanisms are expected to produce a better match between projects selected and community priorities and needs than "top-down" development strategies, because communities participate in choosing projects and making related management decisions.
Community participation in these activities is also intended to increase the utilization of local "know-how" and materials in project development, to employ local labor and provide opportunities for skill development, and to increase project sustainability with the corresponding strengthening of local governance and management capacity. As generalized by Cooke and Kothari (2001: 5) , the broader aim of participatory development is to involve "socially and economically marginalized peoples in decision-making over their own lives." Cooke and Kothari (2001: 7-8 ) also draw attention, however, to a set of shrewd critiques that challenge the conception that promoting community participation will consistently contribute to better development outcomes. The essays in their edited volume consider three elemental concerns: (1) Do participatory processes "override existing legitimate decision-making processes"? (2) Do the group dynamics involved in these processes "reinforce the interests of the already powerful"? and (3) "Have participatory methods driven out others which have advantages participation cannot provide?" For example, in his study of the Kribhco Indo-British Farming Project (KRIBP) in India, Mosse (2001) determined that participatory goals were more likely to be oriented outward or upwards, i.e., conditioned by expectations of project deliverables and justifying or validating higher-level objectives or mobilizing political support for them, rather than downwards, drawing from local knowledge and engaging diverse local interests. In the same volume, Cleaver (2001: 53) concluded that the emphasis on participation in development activities has in practice become more of a managerial exercise that draws from "toolboxes of procedures and techniques" and is disproportionately focused on efficiency.
Arguing that most of the claims about the benefits of participation are yet unproven, Cleaver have several important limitations: semi-structured interview samples were nonrandom, access to JSIF resources was not randomly assigned, and pre-intervention (pre-JSIF) observations on the communities were not available. They attempted to adjust for possible selection bias by using data gathered from a series of retrospective questions on the household questionnaires (pertaining to the time period before JSIF was introduced) to predict (in propensity score matching) the probability that an individual belonged to a JSIF community.
Although we are not fully convinced that Rao and Ibáñez's approach to their quantitative analysis adequately addresses threats to the study's internal validity, 6 their research is unique in this literature, and their qualitative and quantitative analyses yield consistent and interesting results that are worthy of discussion. Both components of the study showed that participation was not broad-based but rather limited to a relatively small group of individuals in the community, typically mobilized/motivated by a local leader. Their empirical analysis also showed that economically better off, more educated and better networked community members were more likely to have their preferred project selected. The authors characterized these JSIF CDD processes as "benevolent capture" or "informed top-down" (pp. 822-3). At the same time, most respondents reported that they were happy with the JSIF project in their community, which
Rao and Ibáñez interpreted as evidence that CDD is actually more of a process of persuasion and learning than of broad-based community engagement. They concluded by cautioning that CDD processes such as that implemented in the JSIF and observed in their study risk exacerbating or perpetuating inequities in poor communities.
This review of the literature on SIFs and CDD suggests that to date, we have little and limited evidence of the role of participatory approaches in improving the outcomes of development projects targeted toward poor and underserved communities. We turn now to our analysis of the FHIS III in Honduras, in which we aim to advance our understanding of SIF impacts and the contributions of CDD to them.
DATA, METHODOLOGY AND HYPOTHESES FHIS III evaluation sample and data
As indicated above, the Honduras-based firm ESA Consultores was contracted to conduct the evaluation of FHIS III. 7 An explicit focus of ESA's work on FHIS III was the measurement tainted by recall error and response bias, can be confidently be used as a baseline measure in the propensity score estimation. 7 ESA Consultores also worked on the FHIS I and II evaluations. A listing of their contracts and links to specific projects may be found at their website, http://www.esa.hn/.
of participatory aspects of FHIS and the responsiveness of the FHIS projects to both the expressed and perceived needs of the beneficiary communities. In the evaluation, ESA utilized information from FHIS's Sistema de Informacion Gerencial (SIG) to assess the progressiveness of the distribution of FHIS projects and the projects' impacts on their host communities.
In designing the study, ESA originally aimed to reach 264 communities, that is, 184 treatment communities with projects and 80 control communities, with 12 households interviewed per community (a target number of 3,168 households). The resulting sample included 252 communities, 172 with projects and 80 control communities, for a total of 3,015
households. Table 1 lists the project types and corresponding frequencies. Table 1 shows that ESA identified control communities by project type. Control projects were chosen from a wait list of communities that had been selected to receive a FHIS project, but where project work was still pending. ESA also chose to sample projects that were in the "pipeline" in 1998, that is, projects initiated under the FHIS II program that had now been completed. Since our research focuses on the subset of education projects, the total number of observations available for our analysis is reduced (see Table 2 , which shows the distribution of households according to the various types of education projects). Critical to our study, we are also able to distinguish between education projects implemented with and without DOCP (participatory) methods.
Project data (quantitative and qualitative) were collected from multiple sources, including schools, parent committees, and local authorities, in addition to households. Quantitative data obtained from households included typical demographic measures such as income, interviewee gender, family size and others. Two noteworthy aspects of this dataset were the measures of education and community participation. These measures were fairly complete, ranging from 78 to 100 percent coverage for the 899 children included within the household interviews. The education-related questions asked of each household produced measures of each child's age and grade (100% complete), annual school-related expenses (78%), the child's age at first matriculation (87%), reason for not attending school if they did not attend (100%), number of days missing in the last week (78%), commuting time to school (78%), and whether or not the child received a nutritional supplement at school (100%).
Similarly, the FHIS III data are relatively rich in participation-related information.
Interviewees of every project type were asked whether they had attended planning meetings and/or participated in the implementation of the project through labor or cash support; whether they received sufficient education regarding the project, and of their opinions of the project and whether their preferred project type had been implemented. Checks of the interviewees' actual participatory role were also built into the questionnaire, such as the module specifically designed to test interviewees' knowledge of the FHIS projects. For example, interviewees were asked to identify whether FHIS had implemented one of the seven project types in their communities, and if so, where the funding was obtained, and whether or not they had been consulted regarding the project.
In comparing each interviewee's response to the actual project implementation records, we uncovered apparent discrepancies between reported participation and actual project involvement. For example, depending on the project type, between 12 and 36 percent of all interviewees in communities with finished FHIS projects incorrectly believed that they had not received a FHIS project, while an additional 1 to 11 percent were unsure about project implementation. For the education projects that are the focus of our study, these corresponding numbers were 36 percent (incorrect response) and 2 percent (unsure) for participatory (DOCP) projects, and 34 and 11 percent respectively for non-DOCP projects.
Of particular interest to us were eleven variables related to the interviewees' presence in the community and their level of participation in the development process: the number of years in the neighborhood; whether they knew of the project school; whether they lived in the community when the project was implemented; the project type; two variables (from different sources) recording whether the school had a parent's committee; whether the interviewee had participated in parent committee meetings; whether the interviewee had gone to a pre-project meeting in order to obtain FHIS financing; whether their school distributes Family Allowance (PRAF) bonuses, and if the community had organized a project maintenance committee. Since complete information for all 796 households was available for these variables, we constructed a "participation index" by assigning each response a particular value and summing for each interviewee (see Appendix I for a more detailed description of this index variable). This index measure was used in our quantitative analysis as a broader and more comprehensive measure of household members' participation in the projects.
We also drew upon ESA's qualitative data to gain a fuller understanding of how these processes unfolded in FHIS III planning efforts. ESA conducted focus groups to collect more indepth information on participatory activities, although only for 15 projects. We examined the qualitative data recorded from responses to open ended questions provided by parent committees, school administrators and local authorities, including municipal workers. Most notable from our review of these data was the wide range of responses regarding the perceived effectiveness of participatory processes, a diversity that was less evident in the quantitative data.
For example, consider the divergent views offered by parent committees in response to questions such as: "What were the responsibilities of the municipal government?"
The Municipality solicited the project, executed and supervised the project, provided consulting services from its Technical Assistance Unit, and accredited the project maintenance instructor.
Did not have any responsibility; (the FHIS file does not record any municipal participation).
The municipality was no help at all.
Quantifying these answers was not feasible, but the variance in answers was nonetheless informative.
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In constructing the data for the impact evaluation of FHIS III, ESA Consultores randomly selected a sample of projects from among the 12,890 projects registered in the FHIS management information system (stratified by type, i.e., executed with DOCP, executed without DOCP, in the pipeline in FHIS II, emergency, and not executed as of May 2004). Random, stratified samples of households within the communities of these projects were then selected for administering household questionnaires. 9 However, the original assignment of projects to communities was not conducted using random assignment. Thus, although the selection of projects and subsequent sampling of households for the impact evaluation were performed randomly, the impacts of FHIS III projects should not be calculated using simple differences in outcomes between communities with executed projects and those without completed projects. In other words, one cannot assume the statistical equivalence of the treatment (i.e., those with 8 The availability of qualitative information on household experiences with and perceptions of participatory processes also confirmed that the variance observed in interviewee responses to questions about their participation in the projects was not simply reflecting individuals' fatigue with the interview or complete ignorance of project details. 9 The projects were selected randomly after being sorted according to "project type, specific sub-groups of each project type, the method of planning and contracting, and finally, the method of implementation" (ESA 2005).
executed projects) and comparison (i.e., those without completed projects) communities and the households within them.
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Study methodology
In our analysis, we are interested in estimating the effects of FHIS III education projects on two basic types of outcomes: academic outcomes (i.e., children's school attendance and grade repetition) and households' subjective assessments (or opinions) of the school projects, as measured in 2004. Simple descriptive statistics confirmed, however, that households in project (or treatment) communities differed from those in communities without completed projects.
Households in treatment communities were significantly less likely to have a mother with more than a primary education (p=0.0009) or to have access to a public water source (p<0.0001) or electricity (p<0.0001), and they were significantly more likely to have a family member working as a laborer (p=0.052) and attending a school where the PRAF was offered (p<0.0001). In other words, households in project communities appeared to be more disadvantaged than those in the comparison communities (i.e., without projects).
In light of the observed differences between households in the treatment and comparison communities, it is important to use a method for estimating FHIS III project effects that adjusts for potential bias due to nonrandom selection of households into projects communities. In this study, we use both linear control function and propensity score matching methods to adjust for these differences. We began by estimating generalized linear mixed models for a binomial outcome, where household outcomes and opinions of the education projects are modeled as a function of household characteristics at one level, and the variation in outcomes and opinions 10 To locate interviewees, ESA divided maps of the project communities into four sections and then selected three households from each (ESA 2004 (ESA , 2005 . Those homes in which the inhabitants could not be located, or in which a church or other inhabitant-less abode was found, were eliminated from the list without replacement, which may have also compromised the effort to produce random samples. 
The level two sub-model was simultaneously estimated, using k project-level variables W 1j to W kj that are hypothesized to explain the variation between households in their outcomes and opinions (as captured by the intercept of the level one sub-model, $ 0j ):
A random-intercept model specification, in which all other coefficients in Equation [1] are assumed to be fixed (i.e., $ 1j = ( 10 , . . . , $ nj = ( n0 ), provided the best fit to our data. Our analysis also showed, however, that the generalized linear mixed models produced results that were nearly identical to a probit regression with robust, clustered standard errors. Thus, to facilitate ease of comparison of these results with those of the propensity score matching models, we report the marginal effects of the probit regression.
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We used econometric matching on the propensity score (that is, the estimated probability of treatment or of being in a community with a completed project) to remove bias associated with pre-intervention differences between the treatment and comparison groups. This method requires measures observed prior to the intervention (or measures of characteristics that are stable or deterministic with respect to time) to use in predicting treatment status and also makes 11 In the equations, we do not show an error term, known as the "random effects" vector in the generalized linear mixed model, or û ; û can be obtained from the inverse of the link function.
the strong assumption that there are no unobservable variables that influence both selection and the estimated outcomes (Imbens, 1999 (Imbens, , 2004 Heckman and Navarro-Lorenzo, 2004; Smith and Todd, 2005) . In this regard, we acknowledge that the FHIS III evaluation data are lacking. We rely primarily on measures of household characteristics that are stable or deterministic with respect to time, including a measure of time to travel to school 13 , but we are not able to provide definitive evidence that there are no unobserved variables that might influence both selection (into a project community) and project outcomes or opinions.
Appendix II provides additional information about the propensity score matching estimation that was performed. Table II .1 shows that basic characteristics of households (whether they had access to water or electricity, the region in which they resided, and whether schools received the PRAF benefit) were the key predictors of whether or not they resided in a treatment community (i.e., with a completed project). The estimated relationships suggest that poorer or more disadvantaged households/communities, that is, without access to water and electricity and targeted by the PRAF, were more likely to be beneficiaries of completed projects.
In addition, Figure II .1 and the simple descriptive statistics on the propensity scores below it show that there is considerable overlap in the propensity scores between households in the treatment communities (with completed projects) and comparison communities, with fairly broad ranges of propensity scores for both groups (0.159-0.876 and 0.079-0.841, respectively). At the same time, the pseudo R 2 value in the logistic regression suggests that there is still a considerable amount of variation in treatment status that is not explained by this model.
Research hypotheses
13 Distance or time to school has been used as an instrumental variable in a number of econometric studies of the effects of schooling, although Altonji, Elder and Taber's (2005) analysis and review of related studies is generally negative on the utility of this variable as a source of exogenous variation for identifying schooling effects.
In describing our research hypotheses, we begin with our most basic hypotheses about the effects of school projects. In addition, if the participatory (DOCP) methods applied in some of the education projects were more effective in engaging the community residents in the development processes and promoting the quality and sustainability of the education projects as intended, we would expect projects with DOCP to have larger (positive) effects on school-aged children's academic outcomes than finished projects without DOCP or emergency projects.
H 2 : School-aged children in households residing in communities with finished education projects that employed participatory methods should have better academic outcomes than children from comparable (matched) households in communities with finished projects without DOCP or emergency projects.
We also expect that if finished FHIS III education projects brought about improvements in educational quality and opportunities in these communities, households residing in them will 
If the analysis of FHIS III education projects shows that finished projects with DOCP
(participatory methods) are more effective and/or viewed more favorably by households than those without a participatory, community-driven approach, we can explore which components of these methods might contribute to higher opinions or greater effectiveness of the projects. We first consider a measure of the intensity of community participation (the index measure described in Appendix II) and hypothesize the following:
H 5 : A greater extent or intensity of participation will contribute to larger (positive) project effects on academic outcomes and/or more favorable household opinions of the FHIS III projects.
We also explore the role or effects of specific features of participatory methods in contributing to project effects and/or household opinions of the FHIS III projects. In particular, we examine the role of parents' committees, participation in assemblies, the organization of committees for project maintenance, the respect of community preferences in project selection, and other forms of community contributions to the FHIS III education projects that were implemented with DOCP methods.
STUDY FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
We began our analysis by addressing the most basic research question, as articulated in hypothesis 1: Did school-aged children in households residing in communities with finished and emergency education projects have better academic outcomes than children from comparable households in communities without finished or executed projects? As described above, we compared children's school attendance and grade repetition in communities with and without finished FHIS III projects, controlling for observed differences between households in these communities, geographic location, and whether communities benefited from the PRAF. Table 3 presents the results of these generalized linear mixed models (estimated for these two academic outcomes).
The first two sets of results in Table 3 suggest that there is no effect of having a finished education project on children's grade repetition (coefficient=-0.013, p=0.635) or school attendance (coefficient=-0.084, p=0.137) in these communities, although there are other statistically significant predictors of children's education outcomes. Households with mothers with more than a primary school education were significantly less likely to have children repeating a grade (p<0.001), and they were significantly more likely to have all children attending school (p<0.001). Mechanically, the number of children in school is positively related (p <0.001) to all children attending school, but it is also positively associated with grade repetition (p <0.001) among children in the household. Households with more than two children are significantly less likely to have all of their school-aged children attending school (p<0.001).
Children of homeowners are less likely to be repeating a grade, while those of small business operators are more likely to repeat, possibly reflecting their contributions of labor to the business.
Not surprisingly, the third set of results in this table shows that households in communities with finished projects are significantly more likely to report having an excellent opinion of the education projects (p <0.001); translating the coefficient into an odds ratio, having a finished project increases the odds of an excellent opinion by nearly 750%. Households who are small business owners are significantly more likely to report a less favorable opinion of the project.
Since finished projects include those undertaken in the early "emergency" months and those with and without participatory methods, we estimated the same set of models with variables that distinguished these three categories of finished projects to compare their separate effects relative to unfinished projects. The results presented in Table 4 do not show any substantive differences from the first set of models in the effects of the finished projects on education outcomes; that is, no statistically significant effects of these projects on education outcomes are observed. Interestingly, there is a hierarchy of effects of these different categories of projects on household opinions of the projects. Projects completed with a participatory method have the largest effect on households' (excellent) opinions of the projects.
The results of the propensity score matching analysis (see Table 5 ) confirm those of the probit and generalized linear mixed models, showing no effects of completed education projects on grade repetition or school attendance of children and a positive relationship of project completion to households' (excellent) opinions of the projects. 14 In fact, the estimated "average treatment on the treated" effects produced by the matching analysis are very similar to those of the probit models: -0.013 and -0.003 (grade repetition), -0.084 and -0.081 (school attendance), and 0.476 and 0.494 (opinions). In addition, the bottom panel of Table 5 shows the results of a propensity score matching analysis that included only the subsample of households in communities with completed projects. In this analysis (including 275 completed projects), the impact of the DOCP (participatory) methodology on household opinions of the completed projects is estimated. The findings show that the participatory methodology has a statistically significant, positive impact on households' (excellent) opinions of completed education projects.
In other words, the positive effect of participation on household opinions is not driven solely by whether or not the project was completed. Table 6 presents probit models that include the index variable measuring the extent of household participation in the projects (as described in Appendix I). Once again, the results
show that household participation in the projects is not significantly related to children's attendance in school or grade repetition, but it is significantly associated with household opinions of the education projects. Converting the coefficient to an odds ratio, for each additional point (higher) on the participation index, the odds of a household reporting an excellent opinion of the project are 38 percent higher. The same model was estimated using the subsample of (only) completed projects. The coefficient on the participation index variable in this model was also statistically significant and positive, indicating that for each additional point on the participation index, the odds of a household reporting an excellent opinion of the completed project were 26 percent higher (results available from the authors).
Finally, in Table 7 we include six measures of project/community participation (that were used in constructing the participation index and are highlighted in the table) to estimate their separate effects on households' opinions of the education projects. Three of the variables were measured at the household level: whether the household was aware of a parent committee at the school, whether a member of the household participated in a public assembly on project financing, and if the household respondent believed that the community's preferred project was implemented. At the community level, the effects of a functioning committee for project maintenance, whether the community contributed multiple forms of support to the project, and whether the project was a new school on household opinions of the projects were estimated.
Three of these forms of project participation had a statistically significant, positive effect on household opinions of the projects: households' participation in a public assembly, the implementation of the community's preferred project, and having a functioning committee for project maintenance. Translated to odds ratios, households' odds of reporting an excellent opinion of the projects were 62 percent higher if they participated in a public assembly, 99 percent higher if their preferred project was implemented, and 559 percent higher if there was a functioning committee that had been organized for project maintenance. The second set of results in Table 7 shows the same model estimated for the sample of completed projects only.
The direction of the effects of project participation are the same, but they are smaller and statistically insignificant, suggesting that the participation of those in completed projects (who are also more likely to have excellent opinions of the projects) is likely driving the statistically significant effects of different forms of participation in the first model (which includes households from communities without finished projects).
In general, our findings on the role of project participation support the hypothesis that finished projects using the DOCP (participatory) methodology are more favorably perceived by households in the community. Furthermore, the intensity of participation (i.e., a higher participation score on the index measure) was also positively related to households' favorable (excellent) opinions of the project, with participation in public assemblies, project maintenance and the support of community preferences contributing significantly to positive assessments. At the same time, our study did not find (as hypothesized) that education project participation or completion was related to academic outcomes of school-aged children in the households.
CONCLUSION
Although our findings on the role and effectiveness of participatory methods in improving social investment fund outcomes are mixed, they represent an advance in our understanding of the multiple ways in which community members might engage (or not) in opportunities to contribute to development projects and the implications of their involvement for social development outcomes. The diverse approaches to research on this topic-ranging from qualitative, anthropological studies addressing the nature of participatory reforms to econometric analyses evaluating their efficacy-rarely intersect in a single study of these programs. Our study drew from both qualitative, case study information and quantitative data from an evaluation of a Social Investment Fund program specifically designed to improve and enhance participatory mechanisms and the role of community members in the planning, execution and supervision of projects in Honduras.
As the findings of this study show, concerns about the efficacy of community-driven development projects and the extent to which any benefits from them are broadly enjoyed in the community are not unfounded. No statistically significant differences in academic outcomes (grade repetition and attendance) were identified in comparisons of children attending schools in addition, the utilization of a participatory project planning methodology was also not significantly related to children's education outcomes. These results are not inconsistent with the tepid appraisals issued within the World Bank, in which the FHIS III was rated as "moderately satisfactory," its overall sustainability as "unlikely," and in which other concerns were expressed about the program's costs and efficacy (2006) .
At the same time, the use of participatory project planning (DOCP) methods in the FHIS III projects did have an impact on households' perceptions of the projects' success. Households residing in communities in which projects were implemented with DOCP methods were significantly more likely to view the results as excellent. Furthermore, our index of participation, which was designed to measure each household's level of participation in the projects, suggested that the level (or intensity) of engagement, in addition to particular types of participation, was important in contributing to favorable opinions.
One of the concerns expressed about the implementation of participatory processes, as discussed above, is that a relatively small group of privileged, well-off or better educated individuals in the community might "benevolently capture" these processes and direct them in ways that do not broadly benefit the larger community. Rao and Ibáñez (2005) reported in their study of the JSIF that better networked individuals were more likely to have their preferred projects selected. Indeed, a supplementary analysis 16 showed that Honduran households with more highly educated mothers were significantly more likely to report that their preferred project was implemented in FHIS III. However, our additional multivariate analyses also showed that 15 Estimates of statistical power (available from the authors) did not indicate that the absence of observed impacts was due to sample sizes in this study. 16 Results of the analysis predicting whether or not a household's preferred project was implemented and analysis of factors predicting the level of households' participation in the processes are available from the authors upon request.
more economically advantaged households did not have significantly higher levels of participation in the projects than poorer households. Thus, even though households with higher monthly incomes and homeowners were significantly more likely to report an excellent opinion of the project, we think it is unlikely that differences in households' opinions of the projects derive from an unequal distribution or capture of project benefits by a select group. More likely, we speculate that the significant positive association between household opinions and their level of participation in the projects might reflect (at least in part) other ways in which engagement in the FHIS projects positively impacts households, beyond the few academic outcomes that we were able to quantify in this study.
This study of the FHIS III projects also had important limitations that might account for the lack of observed statistically significant impacts of the FHIS III projects on education outcomes of youth in the project communities. First, although there were a number of educationrelated questions asked in the household interviews, we were only able to construct two outcome measures (of attendance and grade repetition) that were themselves limited. For example, we would have preferred to collect information from the school registrar on the number of days children of school age attended school, rather than just a household report of whether all children in the household were regularly attending school. In addition, no information was available on students' performance in school or on changes in school amenities/environments as a result of the projects that might have been expected to contribute to improved performance of children in school (e.g., teacher quality and instructional resources). Furthermore, having follow-up information over a longer period and/or at multiple follow-up time points might have allowed for the observation of effects on academic outcomes that take a longer time to mature.
Another limitation of this study (described earlier) is that the assignment of FHIS III projects to communities was not random, and in the random sample of households analyzed for this study, households in project communities appeared to be more disadvantaged than those in communities without finished projects. We used linear control functions and propensity score matching methods to adjust for observed factors that might have biased our estimation of project impacts, but we acknowledge that we had limited information to use as controls, and that other unobserved factors might still have biased our results. With a larger set of household-level baseline or pre-intervention measures, particularly measures of educational progress and performance for school-age youth, we might have been able to estimate differences-indifferences models of the change in outcomes from the pre-FHIS III to post-FHIS III period for households in communities with and without completed education projects. At a minimum, having access to this additional information would have allowed us to assess the sensitivity of our results to the assumptions we make in this analysis about the comparability of households in communities with and without finished projects.
Despite these limitations, this study makes important contributions toward improving the measurement of participation in social investment fund projects and toward our understanding of the impacts of the FHIS III in Honduras. Between 1998 and 2002, 709 new schools were constructed in Honduras through FHIS III, and many more were rehabilitated or repaired following Hurricane Mitch. As in the evaluation completed by ESA Consultores, we observed higher average levels of school attendance and lower average levels of grade repetition among school-aged children at follow-up than in 1998. However, after controlling for observed differences between households in the communities with and without projects, no statistically significant impacts of these projects on education outcomes were evident, a conclusion which is partly at odds with the results presented in the final evaluation report produced by ESA Consultores (2005) . Thus, this study points not only to the importance of careful re-analysis of information collected in impact evaluations such as this, but also to the opportunity to garner additional insights that may inform the future design and implementation of social and economic infrastructure projects in developing countries. There were two types of variables available to construct the participation index: those that were complete within the dataset ESA developed and those we completed using deduction.
For example, one question which asked whether interviewees had participated in activities of the parents' committee was addressed only to those who replied affirmatively to whether they knew of a parents' committee at the local school. We thus assigned values of "0" for the missing observations in this variable, reflecting that parents who did not know of these committees were unlikely to have participated in their activities. The following table illustrates the distribution of the participation variables: In practice, with the exception of the interviewees' years in the neighborhood and project type, all positive responses to these questions were assigned a value of "1," while all responses of "no/don't know/wasn't asked" were assigned a "0." For interviewees' number of years in the neighborhood, any interviewee claiming six years or more was assigned a value of a one to record their presence in the neighborhood during the time of construction, while those with five years or less were assigned a zero. For project type, DOCP projects were assigned a 1, while all others were coded as 0.
Some variables in the participation index (presence of a parent's committee, participation in parent committee activities, participation in the FHIS assembly to obtain funds, and presence of a committee for maintenance of project) included responses that were coded with a negative (-1) value. For example, the variable that asks if the project school has a parent's committee recorded multiple responses: yes, no, don't know, and "was not asked." To better capture the implicit dimensions of participation in this measure, we assigned: 1 if yes and correct (verified by school administrator's response); 0 if no and correct, and -1 if responded don't know or if responded yes or no and was incorrect. There is a degree of normative judgment in our decision to deduct points from the overall participation score of those interviewees who guessed and/or provided incorrect responses, but we argue that such responses may indicate these interviewees are less engaged in the community project than those who are at least aware of the opportunities to participate. At the same time, we also recognize that cultural dimensions (e.g., a preference to give some answer, even if an incorrect one), gender dynamics, and possibly even a desire to be involved in the project might be reflected in the incorrect guesses/responses.
The following table shows the distribution of the participation index: 
